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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1, 3, 5-8, 10, 12-15, 17-18, 20-21, 23-24, and 26 are presented for examination. 

2. This action is in response to the Amendment on 12/8/08. Applicant's arguments have 
been fully considered but were not found to be persuasive. 

Specification 

3. The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the 
claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01(o). Correction of the 
following is required: With respects to claim 8, the "computer-readable storage medium" lacks 
antecedent basis in the specification. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claims 1, 3, 5-7 are objected to because of the following informalities: In claim 1, line 3, 
insert ';' after - processor - in order to add the missing semicolon. Claims 3 and 5-7 are also 
objected as being dependent on objected claim 1. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 
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5. Claims 1, 3, 5, 7-8, 10, 12, 14-15, 17-18, 20-21 and 23-24, and 26 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Pandya (US 2004/0030770 Al). 

6. As to claim 1, Pandya teaches a method comprising: 

receiving a packet in a packet processor (Fig. 17, items 1701, 1706a), the packet 
processor comprising: 

a stack processor (one of the SAN Packet Processors) (Fig. 17, item 1706b); 

a hardware scheduler in the stack processor (Packet Scheduler) (Fig. 17, 1702, page 9, 
[0109], Fig. 19); 

a control processor (one of the SAN packet processors or Control Plane Processor) (Fig. 
21, items 2101, 2102, 2103, Fig. 17, items 1711, 1706(a)-(n)); and 

a packet engine (TCP/IP processor engine or IP Storage processor engine or "packet 
engine") managed by the control processor (SAN packet processor) (Fig. 21, item 2101, 
[0037]-[0038]); 

scheduling processing of the packet received by the packet processor (IP Network 
Application Processor) with the hardware scheduler, wherein scheduling includes receiving an 
interrupt signal from the packet engine (packet scheduler 1702) (SAN Packet Processor 1706(a)- 
(n) or Control Plane Processor) (Fig. 17, items 1702, 1706(a)-(n), 1711, page 9, [0107]-[0108], 
Fig. 29, items 2904, 2903, claim 16(o), page 10, [0112], lines 13-20, page 10, [0113]). 
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7. As to claim 3, Pandya teaches wherein the scheduling includes identifying an interrupt 
handling routine (page 7, [0100], lines 30-31, page 10, [0012]). 

8. As to claim 5, Pandya teaches wherein the scheduler uses a weighted round robin 
scheduling scheme (page 10, [0115], lines 16-20). 

9. As to claim 7, Pandya teaches wherein the stack processor passes a message through a 
communication queue to the control processor ([0180], Fig. 42, Host Input Queue and Host 
Output Queue). 

10. As to claim 8, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 1 . 

11. As to claims 10, 12 and 14, they are rejected for the same reasons as stated in the 
rejections of claims 3, 5 and 7. 



12. 



As to claim 15, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 1 . 
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13. As to claim 17, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejections of claim 3. 

14. As to claim 1 8, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 1 . It 
is noted that the term "capable of (line 4) in the claim signifies the intended use recitation, thus, 
the limitation of "scheduling processing of a packet received by the packet processor with a 
hardware scheduler in a stack processor included in the packet processor; wherein scheduling 
includes receiving an interrupt signal from a packet engine managed by a control processor 
included in the packet processor" is not given patentable weight. The "packet processor" of 
Pandya is capable of performing the intended use, therefore, it then meets the claim. See MPEP 
2106. 

15. As to claim 20, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejections of claim 3. 

16. As to claim 2 1 , it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 1 . In 
addition, Pandya teaches the use of input/output ports (page 10, [0115], lines 1-16, page 14, 
[0123]). It is noted that the term "capable of (line 4) in the claim signifies the intended use 
recitation, thus, the limitation of "scheduling processing of a packet received by the packet 
processor with a hardware scheduler in a stack processor included in the packet processor; 
wherein scheduling includes receiving an interrupt signal from a packet engine managed by a 
control processor included in the packet processor" is not given patentable weight. The "packet 
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processor" of Pandya is capable of performing the intended use, therefore, it then meets the 
claim. See MPEP 2106. 

17. As to claim 23, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claims 3. 

18. As to claim 24, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejection of claim 1 and 
4. 

19. As to claim 26, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejections of claim 3. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Pateniabiliiy shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

20. Claims 6 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pandya (US 2004/0030770 Al) in view of Stenstrom ("Master's Thesis: Implementation of a 
Network Processor Based Exchange Terminal", Stockholm, November 2002). 
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21 . As to claims 6 and 13, Pandya is silent wherein the stack processor receives the packet 
for a scratch ring included in the packet processor. However, Stenstrom discloses a 
packet/network processor consisting of a plurality of microengines (ME) which utilize a scratch 
ring that assists communication between the MEs (page 31, last paragraph). Pandya and 
Stenstrom are analogous art because they are both in the same field of endeavor of processing 
with a packet processor. One of ordinary skill in the art would have known to modify Pandya' s 
network processor such that it would include the use of a scratch ring, as taught in Stenstrom. 
The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide the predicted result of a 
standard communication means between the various processors/microengines. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Pandya and Stenstrom to obtain the invention of claims 6 
and 13. 

Response to Arguments 

22. Applicant's amendment has overcome the rejections under 35 USC 101 . 

23. During patent examination, the pending claims must be "given their broadest reasonable 
interpretation consistent with the specification." In re Hyatt, 211 F.3d 1367, 1372, 54 USPQ2d 
1664, 1667 (Fed. Cir. 2000). Applicant always has the opportunity to amend the claims during 
prosecution, and broad interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once 
issued, will be interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 1404-05, 
162 USPQ 541, 550-51 (CCPA 1969). 
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24. It is noted that the specification does not give an explicit definition of a stack processor, 
control processor, or a packet processor. Therefore, the broadest reasonable interpretation is 
taken, and the interpretation is construed as merely three different processors. Therefore, within 
the reference of Pandya, any of the processors from the one of the plurality of SAN Packet 
Processors, Control Plane Processor, IP Network Application Processor, etc., would read on the 
claimed stack processor, control processor, packet processor, etc. Furthermore, Pandya teaches 
that the term "engine" can be defined be a data processor. Therefore, the various "engines" in 
Pandya (packet engine, Rx command engines, Tx Command Engines, Security Engine, 
Classification Engine, TCP Engine, IP Storage Engine, etc., also would read on the claimed stack 
processor, control processor, packet processor, etc. 

25. Applicant argues that Pandya does not teach the scheduling to include receiving an 
interrupt signal from the packet engine. 

26. In response, it was shown that a processor/engine has a timer for event timing (claim 
16(o), Fig. 29, items 2904, 2905, etc.). Hardware interrupts are used as a way to avoid wasting 
the processor's valuable time in polling loops, waiting for external events. When the time for an 
event expires, an interrupt would occur. 

27. As shown in the office action, it is noted that in claims 18 and 21, term "capable of (line 
4) in the claim signifies the intended use recitation, thus, the limitation of "scheduling processing 
of a packet received by the packet processor with a hardware scheduler in a stack processor 
included in the packet processor; wherein scheduling includes receiving an interrupt signal from 
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a packet engine managed by a control processor included in the packet processor" is not given 
patentable weight. The "packet processor" of Pandya is capable of performing the intended use, 
therefore, it then meets the claim. See MPEP 2106. 



Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to KENNETH TANG whose telephone number is (571)272-3772. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30AM - 6:00PM, Every other Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/VAN H NGUYEN/ /Kenneth Tang/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2 1 94 Examiner, Art Unit 2 1 95 



